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Abstract 
The study analyses the conditions of use and efficiency of the independent activity based on cooperation/collaboration, in the 
context of promoting the principles and models of constructivist and socioconstructivist. The goals of this ameliorative research 
have aimed at identifying the efficiency of constructivist teaching models based on the intertwining of the independent activity 
with the activity based on collaboration and cooperation in a small learning group, their role in perceiving more rapidly the 
misunderstandings and confusions in academic-type learning. Method of research - the experiment, within which we have used 
models, methods and instruments of constructivist teaching. The findings have confirmed the hypotheses and objectives set. 
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1. Introduction 
The forms of the organization of learning activity have seen, over time, numerous attempts of change and 
innovation, in close connection with the faster and more pronounced changes of the teaching methodology. From 
one period to another, depending on the evolution of theories in psychology and education sciences as well as the 
changes of paradigms, one or the other forms of organizing learning activity has been preferred: frontal learning, 
individual learning, group learning, binomial learning or dyadic learning (Ionescu, 2011). Thus, the classical, 
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traditional educational system based on the behaviorist and associationist theories has promoted the frontal 
organization, while the cognitive-constructivist theories have put an emphasis on the independent activity, for the 
“construction” of own knowledge, but also and on the group activity based on cooperation, starting from Vygotski’s 
socioconstructivism (Doolittle, 1995; Hall, 2007; Shafer, 2009; Slavin, 2011).  
Beyond the preferences for one form or another, circumstantially and contextually determined, the educational 
practice has imposed and important condition of efficiency: the necessity for alternation throughout and activity of 
these forms, to ensure an appropriate work pace and an optimal motivation for those learning. Choosing one or the 
other forms of organizing learning activity depends on the other variables of the teaching context.    
The constructivist paradigm, which has distinguished itself lately in the educational practice, promotes the 
necessity for methodological and actional alternatives, the intertwining and combination of instructive-educational 
strategies as well as their components.  Whereas the essence of constructivism, that is, the creation of the possibility 
for the pupil to “build” his knowledge by himself, thanks to an independent, individual activity, but also the 
necessity of relating own, subjective knowledge to that of the group and class, constructivism promotes both the 
independent and group activity based on cooperation, collaboration and co-building of knowledge (DeVries, 2003; 
Danforth & Smith, 2005; DeVries & Zan, 2005; Garrison, 2005). The succession of these forms of organizing the 
activity of building knowledge is questionable. Hence, some authors (JoiĠa, 2006) consider that the act of knowledge 
must be initially individual and subsequently corrected and socially completed within the group. Other authors 
consider that initial activities should be projected in the social environment but later on the activities should be 
conceived as independent learning activities.   
In order to name group activity, the field literature uses different syntagmas (Dooly, 2008): cooperative learning, 
collaborative learning, collective learning, learning communities, mutual teaching and team learning. Although 
apparently synonyms, collaborative learning and cooperative learning are not superposable. Some authors consider 
that cooperative learning is a form of collaboration (JoiĠa, 2006). Collaboration is seen by other authors (Schrage, 
2005) as a group creation process, within which two or more persons with complementary skills interact in order to 
co-build knowledge. The essential traits of the two ways of work, surveyed by numerous authors (Johnson & 
Johnson, 1999; Schrage, 2005; JoiĠa, 2006; Dooly, 2008; Watkins, 2009), in the field literature, allow us to make a 
comparative analysis: 
Table 1. Cooperative Learning vs. Collaborative Learning 
Cooperative learning Collaborative 
Characteri
stics 
- it represents a strategy for developing skills in solving real 
situations;  - it is an applicative form of collaboration; - in order to be 
efficient it must comply with five basic elements:   individual 
responsibility, positive interdependence, small-group collaboration 
skills, face-to-face interaction and data processing. 
-the collaborative learning has a principle value in the 
constructivist teaching; - is a group creation process, 
within which two or more persons with complementary 
skills interact to co-build knowledge; - takes place 
between the teacher and his pupils, pupils and the 
environment 
Common 
aspects 
-the collaboration influences the quality of the cooperative construction;  
- it involves also the valorization of the individual activity as an initial phase in the “construction” of knowledge  
Distinct 
aspects 
- it is more efficient within heterogeneous groups, small groups and 
even pairs; - the teacher controls to a great extent the learning 
activity of pupils/students; - actions are adjusted in a way that each 
person can attain one’s individual goals 
- it is carried out for the whole class; -makes pupils more 
responsible, determines them to take tasks and 
coordination roles of their actions  
The roles of a teacher in a constructivist, collaborative classroom are as follows: (JoiĠa, 2010; Taylor, 2012): 
form basic groups; set goals; teach and determine pupils to acquire social skills; ensure the basic five elements of 
cooperation (Johnson & Johnson, 1999); facilitate; promote, stir; stimulate, engage, train, animate; guide, direct; 
communicate, apply leadership, assess, regulate. But what are the pupils’/students’ roles? Here is a possible 
inventory of such roles (JoiĠa, 2006): participate actively; collaborate; pursue progress; assess answers; complete, 
criticize, reformulate, reinterpret, propose solutions and examples; self-assess etc.  
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2. Research design and methodology 
The ameliorative research undertaken in the academic year 2011/2012, reiterates a series of previous 
preoccupations regarding the role of the independent, individual learning vs. cooperative/collaborative learning 
(Mogonea, 2005), which were transposed in a wider research (a research project coordinated by E. JoiĠa, Professor, 
PhD), carried out between 2005 and 2007. 
Objectives and hypotheses of research - The purpose of the research was to identify the positive effects of the 
independent, individual activity, that is, the activity based on cooperation and collaboration, and of concrete ways of 
intertwining efficiently these forms in the activities carried out with the students – future teachers. The goals aimed 
at, were as follows: a) Identify the concrete valorization conditions of the independent activity; b) Know the 
differences between cooperative learning and collaborative learning; c) Exercise methods, techniques, and work 
instruments, specific to the individual activity, based on cooperation and collaboration; d) Establish a connection 
between the use of these activity forms and students’ results. The research was based on the following general 
hypothesis: the use of socioconstructivist models based on cooperation/collaboration in the activities carried out with 
students shall efficientize the learning process. In close correlation with the general hypothesis, I have taken into 
account two particular hypotheses: a) The intertwining of the independent activity with the 
cooperative/collaborative shall determine the improvement of students’ results and b) The cooperative activity 
which follows the independent one shall determine the identification of misunderstandings and learning mistakes of 
students – future teachers.  
Samples of subjects and content - The sample of subjects was composed of 403 students – future teachers – in 
their first year of psycho-pedagogical studies, from several faculties (Faculty of Letters, Faculty of Economics and 
Business Administration, Faculty of Horticulture) within the University of Craiova. The majority of students were 
between 18 and 20 years old. The sample of subjects was separated in two lots, an experimental lot (180 subjects) 
and a control lot (223 subjects). The curricular contents, that is, the topics that made up the sample of subjects were 
selected from the course syllabus Pedagogy I (a subject included in the Curriculum Plan of the Program regarding 
the certification of competences for the didactical profession).  The selection of topics was made taking into account 
the hypotheses and objectives of the research, the methodology used and the qualitative and quantitative 
dimensioning of the sample of subjects.  
The research methods and instruments used were the following: the systematic observation (through grids or 
observation protocols); the pedagogical test of knowledge; the psycho-pedagogical experiment, while for the 
interpretation of results we used mathematical and statistical methods as well as graphic representation methods. 
The research instruments have been elaborated according to the curriculum for the school subject Pedagogy, within 
the Educational Framework which characterizes the Program for studies to obtain the necessary competences to 
become a teacher. The observation grid used in all the stages of the research contained indicators concerning the 
way and degree of students’ involvement in the group activity, based on cooperation; the value scale consists of 4 
gradual  assessment  steps:  very  much,  much,  enough,   not  at  all.  Examples  of  indicators:  “they  express  their  own  
point of view”; “they correct and complete their opinions with those of their mates”; “they complete their mates’ list 
of ideas and arguments with their own” etc. The items for the pedagogical tests, concerning the applied knowledge, 
were made to spot, in particular, the abilities related to the thinking skills, critical analysis and the students’ capacity 
to  interpret  certain  situations,  theories  and  ideas.  For  example,  one  of  the  items  quotes  as  follows:  “One  of  your  
mates challenges you to a dispute over the status of pedagogy seen as a science and/or as an art. Write a short 
personal essay in which to sustain your own point of view (give at least 5 arguments/counterarguments)”.  
The experiment consisted in introducing the independent variables, that is, the suggested ways for organizing the 
learning activity (independent activity based on cooperation/collaboration), only for the experimental lot and the 
observation of their efficiency in relation to the initial moment of the research when the initial assessment of 
subjects within the sample was carried out. The experimental-formative activities performed by the researcher with 
the students from the experimental group (made up of 180 subjects) meant using the models, methods and 
instruments specific to the constructivist paradigm, which is based on the blending between the independent and 
cooperative activities, during a semester of a university year. 
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We aimed at pointing out the following correlations: between the use of constructivist teaching models based on 
cooperation/collaboration and the efficientization of students’ learning activity; b) between the independent activity 
and the one based on cooperation/collaboration and the improvement of school results; c) between the use of activity 
through cooperation/collaboration, subsequent to the independent one and the facilitation in identifying learning 
mistakes. Of the models of constructivist teaching combining the mentioned forms of activity used within the 
experiment, we cite the following (JoiĠa, 2006): cooperative and collaborative knowledge/learning model; ICON 
model (Interpretation Construction); the five E’s model. 
3. Results  
The results obtained by the students of the experimental lot at the end of the experiment, in relation to those of 
the control lot in the same stage of the experiment, as well as to the initial moment, confirmed the validity of the 
established hypotheses. The subjects of the experimental lot registered better results than those of the control lot. In 
order to establish the statistical relevance of the findings, we used the Z test for more independent samples (N>30), 
hence, the values obtained being presented in tables 2 and 3: 
Table no. 2. The statistical relevance of the difference between the averages of the experimental sample towards the control one, in the post-test 
phase 
Group Average (a) Deviance (
2V ) Number (N) Value of Z 
Control 7.11 2.11 223
3.20 Experimental 7.60 2.58 180
Table 3. The statistical relevance of the difference between the averages of the experimental sample in the post-test phase towards the pre-test one 
Stage Average (a) Deviance (
2V ) Number (N) Value of Z 
Pre-test 6.98 2.14 180
3.87 Post-test 7.60 2.53 180
We mention that at the significance threshold p<0.01, the difference is significant if the value of Z is bigger than 
2.58. As we could notice in table no 2 and table no. 3, the difference between the results of the two lots is significant 
in the post-test phase, which confirms the efficiency of the suggested ways, in comparison with the initial moment 
(pre-test). The efficiency of the independent variables introduced, materialized not only in the findings of the tests 
applied, but also in the way in which different investigation instruments could be used: self-assessment 
questionnaires, grids for the identification of progress, errors and confusions, the carrying out of SWOT analyses 
etc.  
4. Conclusions 
This study has aimed at pointing out the efficiency of the constructivist teaching models, based on the 
intertwining of individually independent activities with the activity based on small-group collaboration or 
cooperation. In comparison with the initial results registered by students at the test, there has been a significantly 
statistical progress, and this fact confirms the validity of hypotheses and the attainment of the research goals. At the 
same time, within the activities carried out with students, there were also confirmed some of the advantages and 
disadvantages of using the forms of activity analyzed, mentioned in the field literature (Mogonea, 2005; Taylor, 
2012).
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